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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-6, 8-13, 15-19, 21 and 22 are 
pending in the application, with claims 1, 6, and 13 being the independent claims. 
Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, and 13 are sought to be amended. These changes are believed to 
introduce no new matter, and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they 
be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-6, 8, 9, 11-13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21 and 22 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,035,910 to 
Dutta, et al. ("Dutta"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites, inter alia, "associating the electronic document 
with at least the first state of the process-driven security policy to impose access 
restrictions on an electronic document, the access restrictions comprising encrypting at 
least a portion of the electronic document using a group key corresponding to the 
identifier and a state key corresponding to the classifier and requiring at least both the 
group key and the state key to decrypt at least the portion of the electronic document." 
Claim 1 additionally recites that the "identifier" and the "classifier" are themselves each 
associated "with the first state of the process-driven security policy." 



Atty. Dkt. No. 2222.5430000 



- 9 - NATH et al 

Reply to Office Action of August 17, 2009 Appl. No. 10/677,049 

Dutta does not teach, suggest, or disclose at least these features of independent 
claim 1 . Dutta is directed to "providing document isolation during routing of a document 
through a workflow." (Dutta, Abstract). However, Dutta nowhere teaches, suggests, or 
discloses the use of any keys to "[encrypt] at least a portion of [an] electronic document," 
as recited in claim 1 . Additionally, Dutta clearly nowhere teaches, suggests, or discloses 
the specific use of a "state key" corresponding to a classifier associated with a "first state 
of the process-driven security policy," as further recited in claim 1. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Dutta does not anticipate claim 1 . Independent 
claims 6 and 13 recites analogous features, using respective language, and are therefore 
also not anticipated by Dutta for at least the same reasons as claim 1, and further in view 
of their own respective features. 

Claims 2-5, 21, and 22 depend from claim 1, and are also not anticipated by 
Dutta for at least the same reasons as claim 1 , and further in view of their own respective 
features. Claims 8, 9, 11, and 12 depend from claim 6, and are also not anticipated by 
Dutta for at least the same reasons as claim 6, and further in view of their own respective 
features. Claims 15, 16, 18, and 19 depend from claim 13, and are also not anticipated 
by Dutta for at least the same reasons as claim 13, and further in view of their own 
respective features. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the rejection of claims 1-6, 8, 9, 11-13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e). 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Examiner has rejected claims 10 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being allegedly obvious over Dutta as applied to claims 6 and 13 in view of 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0217264 to Martin et al. ("Martin"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

As noted above, Dutta fails to teach or suggest claims 6 and 13. Martin does not 
supply the missing teaching or suggestion. Martin is directed to the use of an Access 
Control List to specify when a document can be accessed. (Martin, Abstract). Martin 
additionally teaches the encryption and decryption of the document as an additional 
security measure. (Martin, Abstract). However, Martin also nowhere teaches or 
suggests the specific use of a "state key" corresponding to a classifier associated with a 
"first state of the process-driven security policy," as further recited in claims 6 and 13. 

Therefore, Martin likewise cannot teach or suggest "imposing the set of access 
restrictions associated with the first state on the electronic document, the access 
restrictions comprising encrypting at least a portion of the electronic document using a 
group key corresponding to the identifier and a state key corresponding to the classifier 
and requiring at least both the group key and the state key to decrypt at least the portion 
of the electronic document," as recited in claims 6 and 13. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 6 and 13 are not rendered obvious by 
the combination of Dutta and Martin. Claims 10 and 17 depend from claims 6 and 13, 
and are also not rendered obvious by the combination of Dutta and Martin for at least the 
same reasons as claims 6 and 13, and further in view of their own respective features. 
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Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the reconsideration and withdrawal 

of the rejection of claims 10 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Double Patenting Rejection 

The Examiner has provisionally rejected claim 6 on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as allegedly being obvious over claim 22 of co- 
pending Application No. 10/676,474. Applicants disagree, and respectfully request 
reconsideration of the rejection in light of the amendments presented herein which render 
claim 6 patentably distinct from claim 22 of the '474 application. However, in the event 
that the Examiner decides to maintain the rejection even in light of the amendments 
herein, the Examiner is requested to maintain the provisional obviousness-type double 
patenting rejection, which Applicants will address when either the instant application or 
the '474 application has been allowed. 

Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 
Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the outstanding 
Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 
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Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 

Glenn J. Perry V 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 28,458 

Date: 2 &&ti Z-O^^f 

1 100 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 
(202) 371-2600 
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